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PER CURIAM: 

Isaac Benton Armstead, IV, seeks to appeal a September 28, 

2015 order of the district court, but that was a text order 

granting Armstead’s own motion for an extension of time.  In his 

informal brief, Armstead also challenges the “district court[’s] 

denial” of his motion for a sentence reduction, the Government’s 

failure to address the merits of his second § 2255 motion, and 

the sentencing court’s application of the career offender 

sentencing enhancement.  However, the district court has not 

entered an order deciding any of these issues. 

This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final 

orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1291 (2012), and certain interlocutory and 

collateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (2012); Fed. R. Civ. P. 

54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541, 545-

46 (1949).  Armstead seeks to appeal neither a final order nor 

an appealable interlocutory or collateral order.  Armstead’s 

motions to reduce his sentence and for reconsideration remain 

pending in district court, as does the Government’s motion for 

summary judgment on Armstead’s 28 U.S.C. § 2255 (2012) motion to 

vacate.  Accordingly, we deny leave to proceed in forma pauperis 

and dismiss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction.  We dispense 

with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are 
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adequately presented in the materials before this court, and 

argument would not aid the decisional process. 

DISMISSED 


